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Abstract
This article refers to the classic conception of determinants of leadership styles and presents the significance of individual 
characteristics in leadership process. The purpose of this study was to examine the role of strategic thinking in prediction of 
leadership styles. The results from 296 organizational leaders showed that thinking–oriented strategies, expressed by convergent 
processes in the strategic thinking directly predicted task–oriented leadership styles. Behavior-oriented strategies, expressed by 
divergent processes directly determined people–oriented leadership styles. This research indicates the vital role of cognitive, 
motivational and behavioral processes in leadership, especially in effective task realization and cooperation with followers. 
Presented results shed new light on what can be considered as typical behaviour of organizational leaders in the context of 
strategic thinking determination for human resources management and work effectiveness in the organization. They indicate that
processes of mental operationalization of action are particularly important during implementation processes in organization. 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V.
Peer-review under responsibility of AHFE Conference.
Keywords:Leadership styles; Strategic thinking;Thinking-oriented strategies; Behavior-oriented strategies
1. Introduction
As part of leadership styles’ analysis, there seems to be a need to expand the pool of factors determining leaders’ 
behaviors. Leadership styles are sometimes considered too narrowly, i.e. only in terms of social influence, group 
dynamics, organizational roles, and the emergence of leadership patterns. These theoretical approaches used in 
* Corresponding author. Tel.: +48 607846701; fax: +48 71 320 34 32.
E-mail address: jolantababiak@yahoo.com
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Peer-review under responsibility of AHFE Conference
3670   Beata Bajcar et al. /  Procedia Manufacturing  3 ( 2015 )  3669 – 3676 
explaining leadership styles are relevantat the same time however, they are too limited to be considered as an 
adequate general model.In order to examine leadership styles’ determinants, the cognitive perspective should be 
extended [1], and we posit that leadership styles are determined by strategic thinking patterns. 
So far, the concept of leadership styles fulfilled its historic function.It was once a form of integration of group 
dynamics knowledge and the emergence of leadership in the context of organizations and organizational roles. What 
was of considerable importance in this respect was the study of the relationship between personality traits and 
preferred leadership styles, as well as the recognition of the functional significance of the range of leadership styles 
in effective organizational behaviors [2, 3] . However, when considering this problem, not enough attention was 
paid to the fact that the range of leadership styles demonstrates certain strategic distance of a leader to the selection 
of available leadership styles [4].
Presently, in the area of leadership determinants and mechanisms, a situation emerged that was in many ways 
analogous to that presented once by Stogdill[5]. Stogdill’s synthesis, essential to the development of knowledge of 
effective leadership, showed that effective leadership styles in relation to personality traits need to take into account 
the role of many situational variables (e.g. organizational climate) andinteractions among them [6, 7]. A regulatory 
role of a general intelligence and creative abilities in preferred leadership styles is a case in point. The synthesis of 
knowledge on the determinants of leadership behaviors offered by Stogdill[5] provided an important foundation for 
shifting researchers’ focus towards leadership styles, their scope, and towards determining their relationships with 
organizational variables. A new problematic situation emerged, leading to new solutions and syntheses.
Fiedler introduced another major body of knowledge on the determinants of leadership styles, in the form of a 
contingency model of leadership [8]. This model had a groundbreaking character in the description of the 
relationship between leadership styles and general features of the organizational situation. According to Fiedler’s 
model, teams and leaders never work in an organizational and cognitive void. In addition leadership was presentedas
a two-phase process:because choosing a leadership style shall be preceded by the phase of strategic assessment of 
the organizational situation. The second phase involves selecting a leadership style, which may be better or worse 
tailored to the situational characteristics.
Taking into account the theoretical framework developed and verified by Fiedler [8], it can be reasonably argued 
that the strategic thinking process of a manager in a specific organizational situation should accurately determine its 
type (open vs closed), the real influence potential of the manager in the organization, and an interpersonal climate 
among the team members. The manager should be a strategist and a thinker first, and then a leader [9].
As a rule, managers are strategists, regardless of their interpersonal competencies described in terms of the social 
impact. Their strategic thinking and the related specific cognitive abilities are of great importance here.
The first component of strategic thinking is the ability to perform a relatively swift global evaluation of a 
situation in three dimensions, as put forward by Fiedler's theory [8]. However, these are not the only possible 
dimensions. Managers must also make many other assessments not only in a general organizational aspect, but also 
in the one related to intra-group relationships. This means that the ability to globally and accurately assess the 
situation is undoubtedly of a strategic character, for the old, Greek meaning of the term “strategy” includes a 
complete view of a battlefield from the perspective of a commander in chief.
The second, only slightly narrower aspect of strategic thinking involves an accurate recognition and assessment 
of asituation type that creates a task or a problem and needs to be solved. As a strategist, a manager must answer the 
question of whether it is a clearly defined task or a vaguely defined issue [10]. This strategic thinking aspect seems 
to be crucial because it determines selecting the right people for the team, searching for experts, creating an 
implementation plan, and arranging additional sources of knowledge and information. If a problem (that is an open 
cognitive structure) is isolated, mental activities yield a particularly important regulatory meaning. The situation is 
simpler in the case of an accurate identification of task (well-defined structure), because the manager focuses on a 
clear implementation plan and selection of employees with relevant competencies. In such situation the manager 
must also be a strategist for more routine behavior.
The third dimension of strategic thinking refers to a particular type of mental competence that determines the 
formation of a distance to the situation in the mind of the manager. He must resolve whether it is the most 
convenient and appropriate time to decide, or whether he should wait for a better moment. The ancient Greeks called 
such a right moment “Kajros,” meaning not too early, not too late. It is worth noting that the relevant naming of such 
a convenient time is not only a matter of an adequate assessment of the elapsed time, but also a specific combination 
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of the relevance of a global assessment of the situation with a sense of elapsed time [11].
1.1. Purpose of the present research
We believe that leadership styles are combinations of interpersonal, motivational, cognitive and metacognitive 
skills [7, 12, 13, 14]. Using Fiedler’s theory as guidancewe aim at investigating the relationships between thinking 
and behavioral strategies and leadership styles (as strategic thinking indicators), in order to explore existing 
interdependencies among them. Also, we will try to outline regulatory mechanisms of thinking and behavioral 
strategies. We propose that thinking-oriented strategies will result in specific leadership styles such as task-
orientation and delivery of short-term results. Behavior-oriented strategies will have an impact on leadership styles 
oriented towards building and maintaining social relationships in organization. 
2. Method
2.1. Participants and procedure
A total of 296 managers from various organizations in Poland participated in this study. Two self-report 
questionnaires assessing strategic thinking and leadership styles were administered simultaneously. The mean age of 
the participants was 40.39 (SD = 10.03). Thirty one percent of the managers were from the upper echelon of the 
organizations’ hierarchy, twenty one percent were middle managers, and forty eight percent were first-line 
managers. There were 140 women (47.3 percent) and 156 men (52.7 percent) in the sample. Participants’ mean 
work experience was 15.53 years (SD = 9.22), and mean tenure at managerial position was 6.08 years (SD = 5.62)
2.2. Leadership styles measure
Leadership styles were measured with a 51-item Managerial Styles of Leading (MSL) questionnaire, which was 
developed using a Polish sample (CFA model: F2/df = 1.97; p = .001; RMSEA = .05; GFI = .84; AGFI= .82) [15]. 
The MSL consists of six scales: Structuring style – goal oriented and cooperative - represents monitoring, detecting 
errors, and addressing high quality work results. Controlling style – disciplining and autocratic - indicates focusing 
on tasks, discipline, tight control, power, and authority. Participative style – concerned with joint decision-making -
denotes encouraging followers’ participation in decision-making, caring for followers’ support, and emphasis on 
cooperation. Machiavellian style – manipulative behaviors - encompasses manipulating information, demonstrating 
and accepting unethical conduct, and an authoritative way of communicating. Rewarding style – focused on 
recognition- represents recognition and rewards for achievements, communicating vision, and sharing organizational 
knowledge. Distant style – withdrawn and unconcerned - includes an evasive approach to meetings with followers, 
ignoring the importance of quality of work and focusing merely on work outcomes. Items are answered on a five-
point Likert scale with answers ranging from ‘definitely applies to me’ to ‘doesn’t apply to me’. In the present 
study, Cronbach’s alpha of the MSL subscales ranged from .61 to .82. This scale has demonstrated good construct 
validity [15].
2.3. Strategic thinking measure
To measure strategic thinking components we used the 110-item questionnaire the Strategic Thinking and 
Behavior Questionnaire (STBQ). Its structure has been confirmed in the CFA model (F2/df = 1.56, p < .001;
RMSEA = .03, GFI = .98, AGFI = .92) [16]. Items are answered on a five-point Likert scale and range from 
“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” The STBQ consists of 11 scales, which measure different aspects of 
strategic thinking: Activity diagnoses activity orientation and tendency to take initiative. Flexibility measures ease in 
introducing changes in activities, as well as openness to, and acceptance of, novelty. Creativity measures ability to 
search for, generate, and implement new ideas and non-stereotypical, innovative solutions. Persistence measures 
persistence and perseverance in progressing with activities undertaken and achievement of goals. Risk preference
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measures the level of risk preference as well as the ease of coping with difficulties and uncertainty. Self-efficacy
diagnoses individuals’ attitude to efficacy and achievement of goals. Analysis measures ability to analyze strengths 
and weaknesses of a problem and skills to optimize the problem-solving process. Globality diagnoses the ability to 
think in broad terms, and the ease of assuming many different perspectives in the evaluation of goals, tasks, and 
activities. Consequences prediction measures ability to predict own and other people's activities and consequences, 
from the personal and global perspective. Long-term planning measures the tendency to plan and structure activity 
over a long period of time. Strategic evaluation diagnoses skills to relevantly assess one’s own actions with respect 
to personal and economic costs and availableresources (such as time, energy capacity, or finances). 
Dimensions of strategic thinking were subjected to exploratory and confirmatory second-order factor analysis, in 
which two factors in the structure were isolated. The first factor, explaining 47% of the result variance, referred to as 
behavior-oriented strategies (or divergent thinking strategies), includes five subscales (activity orientation, 
creativity, flexibility, persistence, risk preference), which express divergent character of thinking and behavior. The 
second factor, referred to as thinking-oriented strategies (or convergent thinking strategies), covers six other scales, 
which describe purely mental subject mechanisms of convergent thinking [17], such as consequences prediction, 
analysis, globality of thinking, long-term planning, and self-efficacy. This dimension system covers a wide range of 
strategic thinking indicators and refers to a purely mental nature of the process [4, 9, 18]. The separated two-factor 
dimension structure (47% total variance) reaffirms the functional interdependence of behavioral regulation systems 
and mental process regulation systems [4, 19]. The correlation between the separated factors was r = .44 [16]. 
3. Results
Table 1 reports the means, standard deviations, internal consistency coefficients, and intercorrelations of the 
variables investigated in this study.In an attempt to determine the causal relationships between thinking and 
behavior- oriented strategies and leadership styles, an estimation of a model of path dependence between strategic 
thinking indicators and the dimensions of leadership styles using structural equation modelling was carried out [20]. 
Eleven strategic thinking dimensions, grouped in two latent variables, were included in the structural model. The 
variables expressed the following factors: 1) thinking - oriented strategies and 2) behavior - oriented strategies (cf. p. 
6). Both latent variables are strongly correlated (r = .64), which justifies examining the functional relationship 
between the two strategic thinking constructs. Leadership styles, which in the test model also played a role of 
intermediate variables, were the explained variables. In order to estimate the model’s parameters, an asymptotically 
distribution-free estimator ADF [21] was used, due to the data not being normally distributed. Two structural models 
with maximum likelihood estimation were tested, using the AMOS 17.0 software package. In the first model, 
regression paths were assumed between all the explained and explaining variables, and all covariances between the 
explaining variables. The parameters of this model did not produce a good fit to the empirical data. In the second 
model, regression paths were introduced between the variables whose ȕ coefficients proved to be significant in the 
regression analysis, which gave a very good level of model-to-data fitting in the light of the fit parameters (see 
Figure 1). According to the assumed criteria of Vandenberg and Lance [22], a model is perfectly fitted to the data if 
RMSEA is less than .06, and is well matched if RMSEA is less than .08. Moreover, values of GFI, AGFI, and CFI 
greater than .9 also indicate a good-fitting model. 
The model depicted in Figure 1 presents identified relationships between two factors of strategic thinking and 
leadership styles. Fit indices of the estimated model reveal very good fit to the data (F2/df=1.77, p < .001; RMSEA =
.05, p(RMSEA  GFI = .94, AGFI = .90; CFI = .97). The paths depicted in the model are significant at 
the significance level p < .001.
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Table 1.Correlations between all variables (N = 296). 
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Structuring style 49.17 5.66 .79
2. Controlling style 22.28 4.73 .46** .68
3. Participative style 21.49 3.54 .30** .09 .62
4. Machiavellian style 27.71 6.98 .16** .35** .01* .74
5. Rewarding style 23.53 3.62 .41** .21** .39** -.01 .64
6. Distant style 22.54 5.10 -.14** .27** .10 .34** -.08 .61
7. Activity 40.47 5.12 .25** .00 .22** .12* .36** -.16** .81
8. Flexibility 38.55 5.05 .30** .02 .30** .05 .35** -.14* .76** .86
9. Creativity 39.52 5.54 .34** .08 .33** .13* .35** -.01 .73** .80** .86
10. Persistence 35.63 6.65 .27** .04 .24** .01 .30** -.13* .64** .61** .62** .78
11. Risk preference 38.72 4.81 .17** .07 .15** 26** .19** .07 .61** .64** .54** .50** .85
12. Self-efficacy 41.85 4.14 .38** .13* .24** .01 .34** -.14* .60** .58** .66** .63** .38** .82
13. Analysis 39.63 4.36 .41** .28** .16** .04 .24** -.03 .21** .17** .30** .28** .06 .44** .76
14. Consequences prediction 39.59 4.54 .37** .26** .15** .21** .25** .03 .25** .23** .34** .39** -.02 .52** .60** .76
15. Globality 41.65 4.53 .42** .24** .26** .03 .25** -.08 .37** .39** .52** .48** .14* .61** .67** .72** .87
16. Long-term planning 33.76 5.76 .19** .15** .20** .08 .31** .09 .41** .31** .40** .45** .22** .43** .45** .47** .47** .85
17. Strategic evaluation 4.91 4.08 .30** .28** .13* .02 .28** .02 .30** .29** .39** .42** .07 .59** .67** .74** .75** .53** .78
Note.N = 291.  * p < .05 (2-tailed);  ** p < .01 (2-tailed). Diagonal replaced with Cronbach alpha (bold values)
Fig. 1. Relationship paths between strategic thinking indicators and leadership styles.
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Values of path coefficients leading from strategic thinking factors to structuring styleindicate that this leadership 
style is determined to a larger extent by thinking – oriented strategies, E = .40 than by behavior – oriented strategies, 
E = .12. As indicated by the particular linkages in the model, structuring style mediates the relationships of thinking 
and behavior – oriented strategies and produces positive effects on disciplinary behaviors (controlling style, E = .47, 
rewarding style,E = .26, and participative style, E =.20, and negative effects on behaviors leading to absenteeism in 
leadership processes, expressing in distant style,E = -.11. 
Controlling styleis directly related to a high level of thinking – oriented strategies, E=.23 and lower level of 
behavior – oriented strategies, E = -.22. Also, convergent thinking and divergent behavior – oriented strategies 
indirectly influence controlling styleand this relationship is mediated by structuring style,E = .47. Increased level of 
activity, creativity, flexibility, persistence in goal accomplishment, orientation towards efficiency and tendency to 
risk taking are direct predictors of participative style, E = .25. At the same time, by producing negative effect, 
participative stylemediates the relationship between behavioral strategies and Machiavellian style,E = -.15. 
Rewardingstyle is directly dependent on behavior - oriented strategies, E = .24. Furthermore, thinking – oriented 
strategies has an indirect impact on rewarding behaviors of managers, mediated by structuring style, E = .26 and 
participation, E = .22. Divergent behavior – oriented strategies elevates the frequency of Machiavellian style, E =
.15, although this impact is not substantial. Furthermore, display of Machiavellian style is mediated by distant style, 
E = .76, controlling style, E = .24 and reduced tendency towards participative style, E = -.19.Thinking – oriented 
strategies do not produce direct effects on one leadership style, namely distant style. There is only indirect effect, 
mediated by structuring style, which indicates less frequent display of laissez-faire behaviors, E = -.11. In the 
estimated structural degree of explained variance of leadership styles (excepting Machiavellian and distant styles) by 
thinking and behavior – oriented strategies ranged from 14 to 35 percent.
4. Discussion
Relationships between convergent and divergent thinking and structuring leadership style indicate that leadership 
behaviors characterized by task orientation and attention to the work effectiveness of followers requires logical and 
rational thinking, and constant initiative for innovation and implementation. The complexity of leadership situations 
requires proficiency in evaluating various factors in short- and long-term and in anticipating and assessing 
consequences of decisions. Leadership situations also challenge managers’ abilities to evaluate different problems 
from a global and elementary perspective [4, 23]. Relationships between controlling style and convergent and 
divergent thinking may indicate that behaviors encompassing controlling, disciplining, and schematic compliance 
with existing methods are facilitated by specific configuration of cognitive strategies dominated by mental analysis 
of situational contingencies. This mental configuration is marked by deficiency of persistence, flexibility, and 
creativity in action. Participative styleisdirectly influenced by increased level of activity, creativity, flexibility, 
persistence in goal accomplishment, orientation towards efficiency and tendency toward risk taking. It can be 
inferred that these strategic attributes form a dispositional basis for leadership behaviors encompassing facilitation 
of innovative action, allowing for participation in decision-making and promoting formulating solutions to 
organizational problems. Also, participative stylemediates the relationship between strategic behavior and 
Machiavellian style, which in its nature represents negative attitude towards other people, and preference for 
manipulation and distrust. Relationships between strategic thinking and rewarding style show that rewarding style of 
managing requires integration of different competences, such as cognitive, motivational, and behavioral. On the 
basis of this particular pattern of relationships, it can be stipulated that the direct effect of creativity, flexibility, 
perseverance, activity, risk proclivity, as well as the indirect influence of convergent thinking form the 
psychological basis for the display of rewarding and gratifying behaviors. In relation to the impact of strategic 
thinking on Machiavellian style one can infer that the higher the level of initiative, perseverance in action, flexibility
and creativity in implementation of solutions, effectiveness and inclination towards risk taking, the easier it is for 
managers to exert pressure, and manipulate followers in the name of accomplishing organizational goals. 
Machiavellian style converges cognitive and behavioral tendencies, which activate a “pure” style of managing 
directed only at achieving goals. Strategic thinking dimensions do not directly influence distant style. The indirect 
effect, mediated by structuring style, indicates less frequent display of laissez-faire behaviors. Distant 
style,interpreted as avoidance of leadership, is marked by a low level of leadership activities, so its passiveness in 
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cognitive and behavioral strategic activities is justified. To sum up, thinking and behavior - oriented strategies (as 
strategic thinking components) create a coherent model integrating the convergent and divergent processes in 
explaining and predicting leadership styles.
5. Conclusions
The results of this study relate to Fiedler’s theory [24], who long ago made an observation that the choice of 
leadership styles is dependent on multiple criteria. In our view, this position stresses the role of strategic thinking. 
Therefore, we have attempted to examine the interdependence between thinking and behavior - oriented strategies 
and leadership styles. The general meaning of the empirical data we obtained with respect to the style-strategies 
relationship implies that leading involves important determinants in the form of strategic thinking components. 
Our research results demonstrate the ascendancy of thinking and behavioral strategies with respect to leadership 
styles. The presented model of determination of leadership styles emphasizes the role of mental processes, 
motivational and behavioral activities oriented to the effective completion of the tasks, and to cooperation with 
subordinates. For managers, the processes of mental operationalization of the objectives and decisions are 
particularly important during implementation processes. It is known, however, that managerial effectiveness 
depends on the efficient use of a number of mental competencies relevant to specific conditions and situations [25, 
26]. Strategic thinking processes play important regulative role in task and relation – oriented leadership [27], but 
especially strongly in change and externally – oriented leadership behavior [28]. It means strategic thinking 
determines wide perspective of leadership in the leader mind, increasing the managerial and organizational 
flexibility, innovativeness and effectiveness [26].
6. Limitation of present research
The results of our study are subject to several limitations. First, since the measures used were self-reports, our 
results may be contaminated by same source bias referred to as common method variance (CMV) [29], which 
apparently raises concerns and is reported to be a pervasive problem in organizational research [30, 31]. The 
problem posed by method variance relates to inflating or reducing estimates of relationships between constructs 
under study, but mostly the literature’s attention has been directed to shared method variance producing an upward 
bias in correlations between variables [32]. 
There are several methods of assessing CMV [31, 33], of which Harman’s single-factor test is a widely used one. 
In this method all items from the constructs measured are entered into an exploratory factor analysis to see if one 
single factor will emerge or if one factor will account for the majority of covariance in the variables [31]. After 
conducting an unrotated factor analysis on the present data, six distinct factors emerged with eigenvalues greater 
than 1.0, and these six factors accounted for 58 percent of the total variance. Also, a second unrotated factor 
analysis, where the number of factors was restricted to 1, revealed that the single factor accounted for 32 percent of 
the total variance. These results suggest that the shared variance does not threaten greatly the results of this study 
and will allow justifiable interpretations and conclusions to be drawn. Since this study focuses on trait-behavior 
relationships, by virtue of the nature of measured variables, any shared variance would be due to the expected 
relationships among variables.
Second, we used measures (MSL, STBQ) that we considered the most useful in this particular research project. 
Our findings shall be compared however with results obtained on the basis of other leadership styles and strategic 
thinking measures. In particular,with regard to leadership styles and leadership type measurement, research is 
needed to obtain data based on transformational-transactional leadership [34], which is currently the most notable 
leadership theory. Discovering basic leadership styles is indeed an ambitious goal, and it requires a cross-cultural 
validation to expand the value of the current study.
Third, the research design applied in this study does not allow for the behavioral manifestation of studied 
attributes to be verified. Other research designs, such as field studies, quasi-experiments and observations, need to 
be applied to confirm the obtained relationships between strategic thinking processes and leadership styles.
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